AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.111 

U.S. Application No.: 10/679,445 Attorney Docket No.: Q76744 

REMARKS 

As a preliminary matter, the drawings are objected to based on the reasons set forth on 
page 2 of the Office Action. Applicant amends Figs. 1, 2 and 3, as indicated herein, to include 
the legend -- Related Art. 

Also, as a preliminary matter, the Examiner requests that the claim to foreign priority be 
removed ftom the first paragraph of the specification since priority is also claimed in the 
Declaration, In response, Applicant submits that the first paragraph simply makes a foreign 
priority claim statement and also incorporates by reference the foreign priority document, which 
is permitted under MPEP § 608.0 l(p). Applicant respectfully submits that it is not necessary 
under any MPEP section that the foreign priority claim be removed from the specification since 
the claim to foreign priority is also made in the Declaration. 

Claims 23-42 are all the claims pending in the present application. Claims 23-25, 27-28, 
31-34, 36-37 and 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Kitamura (Domain Name Auto-Registration for Plugged-in IPv6 Nodes, 
http;//tools,ieti:org/html/draft-ietf-dnsext-ipv6-name-auto-reg-00.txt . dated 12/02/2002) in view 
of Borella (US 2003/0229697). Claims 26 and 35 ai-e rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Kitamura in view of Borella and further in view of Thomson 
et al (IPv6 Stateless Address Autoconfiguration, htt p://www.ietf org/rfc/rfc2462.txt . dated 
December 1998, hereafter Thomson), Claims 29-30 and 38-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Kitamura in view of Borella and further in view of 
Narten et al (Neighbor Discovery for IP Version 6 (IPv6), RFC 2461, 
http://www.ietf org/rfc/rfc2461.txt . dated 12/1998, hereafter Narten). 
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$J03{a) Refections (KUamura/Borella} - Claims 23-25. 27. 28. 3 J -34. 36, 37 and. 40-42 
Applicant submits that neither Kitamura nor Borella, either alone or in combination, 

discloses or suggest at least, "(a) receiving, at a domain name server (DNS), a first message 

including a first address and a first domain name of a first host from the first host," as recited in 

amended claim 23. The Examiner cites Fig. 3 (step (ra)) on page 14 of Kitamura and page 16, 

paragraph 4 as allegedly satisfying the operation (a) of claim 23. The IPv6 node of Fig. 3 of 

Kitamura allegedly corresponds to the claimed host, and obviously the DNS servers in the last 

column of Fig. 3 of Kitamura allegedly correspond to the claimed DNS server in amended claim 

1 , There is no fii^t message including a first address and a first domain name of a first host that 

is received firom the first host at a DNS , i.e., the IPv6 node. Operation (m) of Fig. 3 of Kitamura 

only shows a signal from a registrar to the DNS servers. There is no such first message that is 

received at the DNS servers from the IPv6 node . Therefore, Applicant submits that claim 23 is 

patentably distinguishable over the applied references, either alone or in combination. 

Applicant amends claim 33 similarly to the amendment to claim 23, and submits that this 

claim is patentable at least based on reasons similar to those set forth above with respect to claim 

23. 

Applicant submits that claims 24, 25, 27, 28, 31, 32, 34, 36, 37 and 40-42 are patentable 

at least by virtue of their respective dependencies from independent claims 23 and 33. 

^103 fa) Refections (Kitamura/Borella/Narten} - Claims 29, 30. 38 and 39 
With respect to claim 29, Applicant amends this claim to place it in independent form and 

submits that the applied references, either alone or in combination, do not disclose or suggest at 

least, "(e) in operation (d), if it is determined that the second address is duplicative, transmitting 

a second message requiring a change of the first address, to the first host," as recited in claim 29. 
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The Examiner cites page 22, section 4.4 of Narten as allegedly satisfying the above quoted 

feature of claim 29. The Examiner notes that, in Narten, a node can send a neighbor 

advertisement message in response to neighbor solicitations, and further alleges that a neighbor 

advertisement message may contain the duplicative address or the address of tlie host in the 

target address field. However, there is no teaching or suggestion that if it is determined that the 

second address is duplicative, a second message is transmitted requiring a change of the first 

address. That is, there is no discussion of a message requiring a change of an address. The 

Examiner uses impermissible hindsight reasoning in concluding that a message would be 

generated requiring a change of an address. Applicant amends claim 38 to place it independent 

form and submits that this claim is patentable at least based on reasons similar to those set forth 

above with respect to claim 29. 

Applicant submits that dependent claims 30 and 39 are patentable by virtue of their 

respective dependencies from claims 29 and 38. 

$103 (a) Rejections (Kitamura/Borella/Thomson) - Claims 26 and 35 
With respect to claim 26, Applicant amends this claim to place it in independent form and 

submits that the applied references, either alone or in combination, do not disclose or suggest at 

least, "wherein the method is performed by a plurality of different hosts connected on a network 

if no DNS (Domain Name Server) exists, and wherein the predetermined area is a storage area of 

the plurality of different hosts," as recited in amended claim 26. The Examiner cites Thomson as 

allegedly satisfying the above-quoted feature. However, even if, arguendo, Thomson discloses 
that the method is performed by a plurality of different hosts connected on a network, there is no 
discussion or suggestion in Thomson that the method be performed by a plurality of different 
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hosts if no domain name server exists , That is, there is no teaching or suggestion of how the 
method of claim 23 is performed absent a DNS . Therefore, since the above-discussed condition 
is not satisfied or even mentioned in the references, the applied references clearly do not satisfy 



Applicant submits that amended claim 35 is patentable at least based on reasons similar 
to those set forth above with respect to claim 26. 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge al! required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880, Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



claim 26. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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